Dozens of peer-reviewed, English language journals are currently published in our field. How ought we to evaluate them? This paper seeks to answer this question. To do so, we utilize both relevant literature and data on Entrepreneurship journals. The literature derives from both information science and other research areas that reflect on their journals. The data derives from six citation measures from Google Scholar, Scopus, and Web of Science. We find 59 currently published English language, peer reviewed journals in Entrepreneurship. Contestable judgments based on their impact measures suggest that one of these 59 could be considered as "A+, four as "A", five as "AB", eight as "B", four as "BC", 23 as "C", thirteen as "barely detectable", and one as "insufficient data but promising".
Introduction

Sensitive questions
Journal evaluation presents challenges for scholars in research institutions. In the case of entrepreneurship, these challenges are compounded by its youth and the attendant doubts about its legitimacy (Katz, 2003; Kuratko, 2005) . For example, Katz (2008) and Kuratko (2005) In the management discipline it has been expected that specialties should develop a top tier journal, as has been the case with strategic management, human resource management, and information technology (Hambrick & Chen, 2008) . Entrepreneurship has achieved some success, with the Journal of Business Venturing, in particular, recognized as a top tier journal in many business schools (as tracked by its editor). However, the fact that the editor has kept these records may demonstrate the challenges faced by entrepreneurship journals. ii
Challenges in rating journals
The perceived need to track journal lists may reflect the difficulties in creating these lists. These lists are ratings of journals that are used as inputs for faculty merit decisions. If you were to be charged with deciding which entrepreneurship journals to include and how to rate them, you would find some obvious candidates, such as the Journal of Business Venturing (JBV) and Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (ETP). But you would discover many others, including non-U.S. and regional-sounding journals like the ICFAI University Yet journal ratings are consequential in scholars' careers, regardless of discipline. Thus, they should be accurate, fair, and based on some empirical support (Marsh & Hunt, 2006) . They should also fit with the business school's strategy (Cotton & Stewart, 2013) . Therefore, if you were in fact creating a list you might well develop a series of questions to be addressed. First, can you or should you try to resist the rating exercise? If you cannot or should not, the second question is, how inclusive or exclusive a range of journals should you consider? Third, what methods should you use in your ratings? Fourth, how should you determine the cut-points between ratings levels? Fifth, what level of journal ratings should count for faculty merit? Sixth, how can you match your approach to journal evaluation with the business school's strategy and its approach to stakeholder service?
We will consider each of these questions in turn. Our answers, while scarcely definitive, will be based on previous studies and on current descriptive data. The literature is derived from information science and fields that, like management, struggle with the evaluations of their journals. The data are derived partly from reputation and largely from citation measures of entrepreneurship journals. On these bases we propose contestable ratings of the entrepreneurship journals. However, no list, ours certainly included, is definitive or suited to all institutions.
Question one: Can you resist rating journals?
The short answer is "no". Journal lists have shortcomings. They induce rigidity in research standards, they focus on the input (articles) and not on the output (contributions to the field), and they harm faculty who do specialized research, especially if they publish in newer journals (Van Fleet, McWilliams, & Siegel, 2000) . Yet for all their problems, they are inevitable. The evaluation of journals, long a contentious subject, has only gained in significance (Adler & Harzing, 2009) . With the growth in journals and, more recently, on-line Ethics and Entrepreneurship. However, these journals are too new to have acquired a citation or reputation record. Therefore, we take 59 journals as our population for analysis. These are listed in Table 1. [ Table 1 ] Another boundary question is how pluralistic a field entrepreneurship should be. Should only its own journals count? It draws on other business fields and older disciplines (Baker & Pollock, 2007; Matlay, 2011) . For example, the May 2012 issue of JBV includes seven articles, six of which cite heavily from psychology or economics iii . Not only does the field draw from older disciplines, its leading scholars may publish in older discipline journals -e.g. Aldrich in sociology, Baron in psychology and Amit in economics. Entrepreneurship researchers are a heterogeneous lot (Baker & Pollock, 2007; Matlay, 2011; Meyer, 2009 ). The appropriate set of journals for one entrepreneurship scholar may overlap little with that of another. Therefore, while we examine only entrepreneurship journals we acknowledge that entrepreneurship scholars legitimately publish in others.
Question three: What methods should you use to evaluate journals?
Can we find methods for evaluating journals that are up to the tasks we have noted: accuracy, fairness and empirical support? Can we at least utilize journal ratings appropriately once they are developed? For both purposes -appropriate methods for generating ratings and for their suitable use -we need to be aware of the methods that produced them. The two most common methods that are used are surveys of academics and counts of citations to journals. Both suffer from significant problems (Giles & Garand, 2007) .
Should you rely on surveys of journal reputation?
The original method has been surveys of academics about their perceptions of journal quality. In addition, the most common method of ranking journals, a list prepared by an individual department or school, is essentially a limited survey, with some of the advantages and all of the problems of any survey. The strength of the survey approach is that it directly assesses academics' perceptions regarding journals. However, survey rankings share various drawbacks.
The first question with a survey is "who should be surveyed?" Some surveys have contacted department heads (Enomoto and Ghosh, 1993) , others a sample of academics (Barman, Tersine & Buckley, 1991) , or of academics at prestigious business schools (Theoharakis & Hirst, 2002) . Others have tried to include an international sample (Oltheten, Theoharakis, & Travlos, 2005) . These differences in samples influence the ratings. Studies have demonstrated that ratings vary across geographical origins (Oltheten, et al., 2005) , for example between American and European academics (Theoharakis & Hirst, 2002) . Ratings also vary depending on faculty seniority (Oltheten, Theoharakis, & Travlos, 2005) and personal experiences with the journals (Oltheten et al., 2005; Theoharakis & Hirst, 2002) .
Scholars from different subfields also vary in their ratings of the same journals (Enomoto & Ghosh, 1993 ). An example in the entrepreneurship field is the difference in lists in two recent publications. Carraher and Paridon (2008/2009 ) polled a sample of members of associations affiliated with the Journal of Small Business Strategy (JSBS). This sample ranked the journal third out of 34 entrepreneurship journals. However, Fried's (2003, p. 2) sample of "widely recognized and widely published scholar[s]" did not include it amongst the entrepreneurship journals deemed to be of "appropriate" or better quality. Our point is not that either survey was flawed but that different methods and different samples of raters yield different results.
Surveys have other limitations. First, since surveys elicit perceptions, they are susceptible to perceptual biases. One bias is the halo effect. Respondents are incapable of evaluating a large percentage of the journals included in the survey (Uncles, 2004) . Therefore, journals associated with prestigious organizations tend to have inflated evaluations and vice versa. Prestigious sounding names, even fictitious names, may be highly valued (Hawkins, Ritter & Walter, 1973) . Further, perceptions of journal quality fail to match changes in the journals (Giles & Garand, 2007) . We suspect that many would be surprised by the high rating we find below for FBR, which ranked only 26 th overall and 12 th among entrepreneurship journals in the survey by Carraher and Paridon (2008/2009) .
A related problem with surveys is that their coverage is incomplete. The 2001 Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) in the UK found that business faculty there published in 1,582 different journals (Geary, Marriott, & Rowlinson, 2004) , demonstrating that most journals will be left out in any survey. The survey by Fried (2003) , which aimed to include only journals of an "appropriate" quality, included only nine entrepreneurship journals out of 25 in all. Carraher and Paridon (2008/2009) 
Should you rely on citation impact ratings like the Journal Impact Factor (JIF)?
Because of the limitations of surveys, more recent journal evaluations tend to employ citations. Comparisons of citations have led to journal impact ratings, typically using the Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI), which is published as part of the Web of Science by Thomson Scientific (Herther, 2007) . The primary measure employed has been the Journal Impact Factor (hereafter JIF, Garfield & Sher, 1963) . This is computed as follows: The journal impact factor lacks apparent biases but it also has limitations. For example, a paper may be cited because it is conveniently available, be cited but only be tangentially relevant, or be cited in order to rebut or criticize it (Baird & Oppenheim, 1994; Gorman, 2008) . The assumption that citing an article is an indication of the article's value has never been empirically demonstrated. A related problem is a "snowball" effect of citing (Macdonald & Kam, 2010) , where once a citation is used by one scholar, other scholars may use the same citation (Aldrich, Fowler, Liou, & Marsh, 2004 ). Yet another problem with citations is the assumption that all citations are equally indicative regardless of where they are cited.
A major concern with the JIF is the small number of journals covered. For example, out of the 59 entrepreneurship journals we find, only eight of these have JIF statistics. This creates two problems. First, the impact of many journals is not evaluated. Second, for the journals that are included, the JCR will undercount their impact because other entrepreneurship journals that tend to cite them are excluded. There is no way to estimate this exclusion might bias the impact ratings. The problem of excluded journals is even more of an issue for non-English journals. Svensson (2010) and many others have complained that journals in any language other than English tend to be undervalued or completely ignored.
Another problem is that citations are highly skewed (Seglen, 1992) . With all journals, even highly ranked ones, there are a small number of articles with many citations, and a number of articles with very few or no citations. Because the JIF is a mean, it can be strongly affected by a single, highly cited paper (Carrio, 2008; Singh, Haddad, & Chow, 2007) . Further, disciplines and journals have varying citation lags, but the commonly cited JIF has a two-year window rather than the more recently introduced 5-year JIF (Carrio, 2008) . For most people the journal impact factor is the 2-year JIF, which is the only impact measure reported on a wide variety of journal websites. This window tends to favor journals with fast turnarounds and immediate impact (Vanclay (2009) .
Both JIF measures share other limitations. They are influenced by extraneous factors, such as what types of articles are published in the journal. Book reviews, editorials and letters are seldom cited but counted in the denominator for the JIF (Borokhovich, Bricker & Simkins, 2000; Moed & Van Leeuwen, 1995) . This limitation appears to dampen the JIFs for the International Small Business Journal and possibly other journals in our sample. Doubts have also been expressed about its reproducibility and its susceptibility to editorial manipulations such as the active recruitment of 'high-impact' articles" (Chapman & Ellinger, 2009 ).
Comparisons of surveys versus citation methodologies
Several studies have compared and contrasted the rankings from peer surveys and citation analyses (Coe & Weinstock, 1983 ; Emerald and permission has been granted for this version to appear in e-Publications@Marquette. Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from Emerald.
9 Mabry & Sharplin, 1985; Nederhof & Zwaan, 1991) . In summary, correlations within each methodology (survey or citation impact) are very high. Correlations between survey and citation data are much weaker, but statistically significant (r's of .30 to .50). However, typically many journals included in one evaluation method are not in the other. In addition, extreme differences are not uncommon with the rankings of a specific journal.
Scopus: A competitor to the Web of Science (SSCI)
Since its inception in the early 1960s, the Web of Science held a monopoly on counting scientific citations until Scopus, a new commercial competitor, emerged in 2004. Scopus is developed and distributed by Elsevier Publishing. It covers a wider range of journals (a total of 1114 in Business and Management), especially nonAmerican journals, as well as some conference proceedings and book series. However, Scopus has little coverage before 1996 and like the SSCI still excludes the majority of journals.
Scopus utilizes two measures to evaluate journals: the Scimago Journal Rank (SJR) and the Source Normalized Impact per paper (SNIP). The SJR uses weighted citations, with citations from more prestigious sources contributing more to the SJR. The SNIP weighs citations based on the total number of citations in a subject field. Therefore in fields where citations are more common, each citation counts somewhat less. Just as the JIFs are based only on citations from journals in the SSCI, the SNIP and SJR are based only on journals included in Scopus (Ashkanasy, 2007; Davis, 1998) . In Table  1 two columns represent these two Scopus measures (obtained from Scopus August 4, 2012). SNIP covers 26 and SJR covers 31 of the 59 entrepreneurship journals. There have been a couple of studies comparing citation counts (but not journal rankings) in Scopus versus the SSCI. Scopus tends to generate more citations and a greater proportion of non-English citations than the SSCI (Kulkarni, Aziz, Shams & Busse, 2009 ). However, both sources will generate citations the other did not include (Bakkalbasi, Bauer, Glover & Wang, 2006) . Emerald and permission has been granted for this version to appear in e-Publications@Marquette. Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from Emerald.
4.5 Should you rely on citation measures from Google Scholar?
Google Scholar (hereafter GS; http://scholar.google.com) is an option within the Google search engine for retrieving academic publications. In GS, papers can be retrieved in various ways, including search terms, by author, publication, date or by subject areas. By searching for a particular journal, say JBV with no other options selected one receives (on a recent search) 1,260 references to that journal, of which the first 1,000 can be retrieved. Within the notice for each article, GS shows the number of citations it has found. Retrieved articles are ranked by "the prominence of the author's and journal's previous papers, the citation count, publication date, and a number of other factors" (Google, personal communication, 2007) . Generally the earlier articles are listed first and are ranked by citation count, but there are exceptions.
A simpler way to utilize GS and generate statistics on journal impact is by using the software program Publish or Perish (PoP) developed by Harzing (2011) and distributed free of charge. In its journal impact module, the articles found for the journal are listed, sortable by year, title, total number of citations, citations per year, and other ways. The number of articles, citations, and other statistics are summarized. Harzing (2010) offers advice on its use.
The advantages and disadvantages of GS follow from its dependence on data from the World Wide Web as opposed to a "structured… bibliographic database" (Harzing, 2010, p. 160) . Because it is internet based, it is continually updated and globally comprehensive. By the same token it includes a wide mix of documents. Journal raters can decide which of these to include or exclude, among conference papers, books, business and government documents, patents, and syllabi (Kulkarni et al., 2009; Bakkalbasi et al., 2006) . Whether these citing sources interest the journal ranker will depend on the school's strategy (discussed below). Certainly, PoP offers the most comprehensive coverage available, both in terms of citing sources and journals covered. It potentially covers all 59 entrepreneurship journals.
Despite its more extensive coverage, Google finds very few citations or even none at all for about 25 of the journals (the 13 that we rate as "barely detectable" and 12 others, 8 of which we rate as "C"). Using PoP to cover the same time periods as the 2-and 5-year JIFs, we find, respectively, adequate data for 47 and 45 of the 59 journals. Data limitations remain an obstacle even with internet-based searches. In fact, of the 354 cells in our table of citation measures (six measures by 59 journals), 189, or more than half, are empty. Therefore, many journal evaluations based on available data must be treated with caution due to data limitations as well as the limitations of surveys or citations. An implication we suggest is that given limited data, all appropriate sources ought to be utilized.
Comparing journal impact ratings
In order to evaluate all 59 entrepreneurship journals as best we can, we utilize six citation measures: JIF and PoP two-and five-year measures of average citations to articles per journal, and the two Scopus measures, SNIP and SJR. The JIF measures are often considered standards, as evidenced by journal web pages, which overwhelmingly cite the 2-year JIF if it is available. Fortunately, the more comprehensive SNIP and 5-year PoP measures are alternatives that are highly correlated with the JIFs. All the citation measures are all significantly correlated with one another, with two exceptions. SJR measures are not significantly correlated with either of the two JIF measures. The JIF measures are the most highly correlated with the SNIP and the 5-year PoP measures (0.90** and 0.78* for the SNIP with 2-Yr and 5-Yr JIFs, and 0.72* and 0.77* for the 5-year PoP). Table 1 presents all six citation measures, showing the scores and the rank orders for each of the measures. We show the rank orders as they provide an easy to follow context for the six measures. Rank orders are limited because they fail to capture distances. With skewed distributions such as we find with citations, rank differences at the high end tend to understate distances, and overstate them in the long tail of less cited journals.
Question four: How should you set the cutpoints between rating groups?
Citation scores and rankings are raw data. How to interpret them in terms of ranking is a matter of judgment. Regardless of the rating method, a widespread convention is to lump journals into quality grades. Most fields can name two, three or more "top" journals but beyond this group, evaluations become more variable and less precise. This had led to numerous attempts and discussions about rating journals, typically using a three-or four-point grading of journals. Examples include the ratings of journals in management (Coe & Weinstock, 1984) , strategy (Tahai & Meyer, 1999) , operations research (Vastag & Montabon, 2002) , information systems (Rainer & Miller, 2005) , marketing (Hawes & Keillor, 2002) , finance (Oltheten, Theoharakis, & Travlos, 2005) , economics (Laband & Piette, 1994) , and accounting (Brown & Gardner, 1985) . Efforts to develop and utilize clear groups of journals continue unabated (e.g., Certo, Sirmon & Brymer, 2010). However, we wonder if the task might be quixotic. We see two troubling problems with groupings: cutoff points are arbitrary and consensus is lacking.
Can you definitively rank particular journals?
Any set of journal grades is contestable. To have distinct classes of journals (e.g., "A", "B", "C" journals), ideally we should have clearly distinguished groupings with identifiable breaks between the brackets. However, actual breaks are subject to judgment calls. This problem affects both citation and survey approaches. This is particularly a concern with secondary journals, yet even lists of top journals vary considerably. For example, Certo, Sirmon and Brymer (2010) examined changes in scholarly productivity by examining eight "top-tier" journals. Meanwhile, in the same issue of the journal that published their article, another article by O'Brien, Drnevich, Crook and Armstrong (2010), included 14 "A" management journals not on the Certo, Sirmon and Brymer list. Although reputation ratings are almost always stated as point estimates, the confidence intervals of ratings of entrepreneurship journals overlap considerably (Stewart, 1995) . Marsh and Hunt (2006, p. 310) found, in their survey of business schools' journals lists, that clear distinctions among the letter ranks could not be determined. This is apparent in Figure 1 , which graphs the distribution of citations for the 5-year PoP. For the great majority of journals, no clear breaks exist. As is typical in skewed distributions, the notable breaks in the numbers occur among the few very top journals. Nevertheless, what breaks can be found are objective sources for distinguishing among the rating levels. In the case of the 5-year PoP accessed by following the link in the citation at the bottom of the page. Behaviour and Research, Vol 19, No. 3 (2013) : pg. 303-323. DOI. This article is © Emerald and permission has been granted for this version to appear in e-Publications@Marquette. Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from Emerald.
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distribution shown, the breaks that we found were as follows: 46 = A+, 29-36 = A, 23 = AB, 9-16 = B, 5-7 = BC, 2-4.5 = C, under 2 = D. We followed the same procedure for finding empirically existing breaks for the other five citation measures. This formed the sole basis for the ratings for each measure found in Table 1 . The "overall" rating in the first column is based on the pattern among the six measures.
[ Figure 1] Journals fare better by some measures than by others. No single measure should be considered definitive. Moreover, rank orders fluctuate somewhat over time. For example, in the previous year's measures, FBR had the highest 2-year JIF, but the increase in the figure for JBV this past year outpaced the increase for FBR. However, rank orderings exaggerate the differences among the six measures and they generate similar letter grades. Amongst the journals with at least two citation based letter grades, the average difference between the best and worst grade is less than one letter grade. Thus, for all the limitations in data and in citation measures as such, these letter grades are rather robust. What they are not is definitive. Schools with different strategies should interpret the data differently. Schools that care little for entrepreneurship might discount these ratings (though we would hope they would not!). Schools that do care might inflate them, and if they focus on particular regions or subspecialties, raise the ratings of journals that best match their strategy.
Question five: What level of journal should you count for faculty merit?
In defense of "B" journals
Whether or not clearly delineated ratings are feasible, we see four arguments for the value of so-called "B" journals. By this we mean the journals in the "elbow" of the skewed distributions such as that in Figure 1 . The first argument is that "A" journals are not the only path to career success. Certo, Sirmon and Brymer (2010) argued that top business schools require frequent publication in their list of top-tier journals, leading these authors to propose increased openings Behaviour and Research, Vol 19, No. 3 (2013) : pg. 303-323. DOI. This article is © Emerald and permission has been granted for this version to appear in e-Publications@Marquette. Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from Emerald. 14 in these journals. However, management professors at top tier business schools do get promoted without intense publication in these top journals. In the Business Week top 20 business schools, we found 56 management professors with doctorates from 1998 onwards who had been promoted to associate or full professor. These faculty members published a paper in one of Certo and colleagues' list only once every three years; once every four years if we remove the top three producers. Several (11) of the promoted scholars had only one such article and several more (17) had no such articles. However, these scholars had published frequently, mainly in other management journals and often in leading journals from the other disciplines.
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More evidence that scholars can succeed with other publication patterns is found in the entrepreneurship field. Saßmannshausen meticulously created a dataset of citations to studies of social networks and entrepreneurship. He found that if a school were to recruit an endowed chair in that specialty, "if the assessment of applicants is based on the impact of individual research... as indicated by ISI Impact Factor [JIFs]... Howard Aldrich would not even be... under consideration! But if the assessment is based on the real impact of every single contribution, Howard Aldrich would be your leading candidate" (Saßmannshausen, 2010, p. 21) .
A second argument in favor of "B" journals is that they generate citations for particular papers that often are similar to top rated journals. One way to examine the relationship between the likelihood of an article being noticed and the rating level of the journal is by means of the h-indices of the journals (Table 1) . The h-index shows the maximum number of articles having at least that number of citations; in this case, we use citations from the 5-year PoP.
iv These indices, just as with the mean citation scores, show that if you want your work to be noticed your best bet is the A or A+ journals. Their hindices are in the 40-60 range. However, articles in "AB" and "B" level journals also fare quite well. "AB" journals are little more noticed than the "B's", with scores in the 20 to 30 range, about five points higher than the "B's". The "C" journals are highly varied with several low scores, 15 of them scoring lower than 10. However, their top score is 18 and some of these journals may be rising in visibility. Finally, the journals we label as "barely detectable" do, by h-index measures, fit the description.
v Of course, the less cited journals might publish good work and have relevance for particular subspecialties and regions.
A third argument in favor of "B" journals is the lack of evidence that elite journals have superior editorial processes. Starbuck (2005) examined the publication process to determine how much of the acceptance decision was accurate, and how much variance was part of the decision. His conclusion was that "editorial selection involves considerable randomness. Highly prestigious journals publish quite a few low-value articles, low-prestige journals publish some excellent articles, and excellent manuscripts may have received successive rejections from several journals" (Starbuck, 2005, p. 196 ). The venue of publication is a poor proxy for the value or impact of papers (Singh, Haddad & Chow, 2007) . Similarly, Oswald (2007, p. 21 ) concluded a study of economics publications that "it is better to write the best article published in an issue of a medium-quality journal…than all four of the worst articles published in an issue of an elite journal".
A fourth argument in favor of "B" journals is that top journals fail to offer sufficient variation and exploration in scholarship. As Goodall (2008) demonstrates with the case of inattention to global warming, specialty journals are needed because elite journals lag in innovations. This results partly from an editorial orientation biased towards removing flaws rather than rewarding innovation (Paul, 2008) . It also results from a seemingly inevitable process in which "as a journal evolves over time its focus systematically narrows to reflect the orthodoxies of the community of scholars that emerges around it" (Daft & Lewin, 2008, p. 178) . Therefore, evaluation systems that focus on elite journals can overvalue conformity in theory building and testing (Lee, 2008) . Moreover, these systems marginalize not only heterodox journals ( efforts to generate lists of "core" journals have the effect of marginalizing heterodox journals (Freeman, 2008) but also journals that emphasize practitioner implications or pedagogy (Reinstein & Calderon, 2006) .
Question six: How can your rating system match your business school's strategy?
Journals are assessed for their quality. The strategic question is, quality for whom? We contend that decisions on rating journals should be consistent with the department or college strategy, accessed by following the link in the citation at the bottom of the page. Behaviour and Research, Vol 19, No. 3 (2013) : pg. 303-323. DOI. This article is © Emerald and permission has been granted for this version to appear in e-Publications@Marquette. Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from Emerald.
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assuming of course that the unit does have a strategy (Cotton & Stewart, 2013; Keller, 1983, Chap. 4) . In order to align ratings with strategy, a fundamental question to answer is, who are your important stakeholders? One could argue these might be other scholars (Daft & Lewin, 2008; March, 2003) . However, these are not the only stakeholders the school might wish to influence (Marsh, 2010) . Entrepreneurship scholars may want to have an impact on students and other educators (Stähli, 2005; Horn & Kennedy, 2008) , business practitioners (Arnett, German, & Hunt, 2003; Lorsch, 2009) , government and regional leaders (Chatterton & Goddard, 2000; Marafioti & Perretti, 2006) , or some combination (Matlay, 2011) .
A follow-up question to "quality for whom?" is "Whom do you need to influence for your school to become better?" Perhaps improvement by your school will come by means of specialization in a subfield of entrepreneurship, such as sustainability, technology, family business or many other possibilities. Interestingly, 44 of the 59 journals -three quarters -are niche journals within the entrepreneurship field. Some of these are regional, and it may be that your school seeks to influence regional, rather than global, stakeholders. In our sample, one of the lowest ranked journal of the 59 is from South Africa. Yet, 38% of sub-Saharan African universities (excluding South Africa) report a primary focus on research (Kabongo & Okpara, 2010, p. 303) . For these universities African journals may be particularly useful. Not surprisingly, then, there is little agreement across countries on how to evaluate journals (Alexander, Scherer, & Lecoutre, 2007) . Some business schools have successfully improved their reputation through the strategic focus on certain specialties. Babson College, the University of Maryland, and the University of Washington all improved their status through focus strategies involving some combination of technology and entrepreneurship (Martinez & Wolverton, 2009, p. 26; Cohen, 2003) . To so, these schools needed to rate publications differently than before (Cohen, 2003) . This will be necessary if scholarship in a field such as entrepreneurship is to be encouraged. A challenge this raises is that rating specialty journals as "A" might be claimed to reduce the value of the most prestigious general journals, even if the latter are considered "A+". Emerald and permission has been granted for this version to appear in e-Publications@Marquette. Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from Emerald.
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Conclusion
What are the main lessons you could bring to your colleagues after reflecting on the six questions above? We suggest lessons for entrepreneurship publication in particular, and journal rankings and ratings in general. For the former, we would start with the most obvious point: Do not commit "the folly of rewarding A, while hoping for B" (Kerr, 1995) . If entrepreneurship is a part of your school's strategy, publication in entrepreneurship journals will need to be rewarded. Moreover, there are lessons about journal ranking that apply particularly acutely to entrepreneurship.
Conventional journal ratings harm the entrepreneurship field
Conventional journal rating methods are ill suited to entrepreneurship. As Baker and Pollock (2007, p. 303) argued, "Entrepreneurship is perhaps the most applied of the management fields". A narrow focus on academic journals serves it poorly (Katz, 2003; Meyer, 2009) . It is rapidly globalizing in its faculty (Katz, 2003) . A narrow focus on Anglo-American journals serves it poorly. It is cross-disciplinary (Baker & Pollock, 2007; Matlay, 2011) . A narrow focus on business school journals serves it poorly. It seeks innovation -as evidenced by the proliferation of niches journals. A narrow focus on "mainstream management journals" serves it poorly. Conventional merit is bought at the price of originality and of "the distinctiveness of the domain of entrepreneurship research" (Katz, 2003, p. 296) .
Other lessons apply to journal lists in general. Journal lists are unavoidable but need to be used judiciously. For example, they should not be based on only one rating method. All approaches, including recent ones such as GS and Scopus' SNIP and SJR measures, have strengths and limitations. Users of journal lists should also recognize that journal impacts are skewed, that sharp distinctions among levels are arbitrary, and that "B" journals often play a valuable role in scholarship.
Journal lists should reflect policy choices
The recognition and rewarding of scholarship should reflect the school's strategy. Distinctive strengths and stakeholder service may lead to encouraging specialized niches, both within the entrepreneurship field and across external disciplines. Your institution has two choices. It can outsource its evaluations to externally generated ratings, such as the British RAE or the SSCI, the Australian Deans' lists, or for that matter ours. In so doing it adopts their weightings for entrepreneurship. The school is effectively saying that it has no strategy of its own. If this occurs, the department is unlikely to develop a distinctive profile of research capabilities.
Alternatively your school can develop ratings that reward publication in a distinctive array of specialties. Entrepreneurship is not the only business field that is cross-disciplinary or attentive to practitioner needs (Hart & Mars, 2009 ). Non-traditional forms of scholarship, including non-journal publications that are widely read, may better fit your school and its stakeholders (Hoffman, 2004; Meyer, 2009) . Ultimately your decision on a list of journals should depend on the objectives of your school and its stakeholders. Therefore, you might find that your work in developing a journal list will uncover an underlying task: in order to develop a journal list, you and your colleagues first have to settle on a strategy for the school in general and for entrepreneurship in particular. That task could make the challenges of journal lists seem like child's play by comparison.
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Notes: Databases: EBSCO (n=14), Ovid (n=12), ProQuest (n=49). a, Fewer than five years of issues; b, book reviews depress impact measures; c, data limited: fewer than 20 Papers found on journal's site; d, subspecialty or regional journal (e.g. J Entrep is from India); e, a monograph series; f, Carraher and Paridon (2008/2009) and Kuratko (2005) regard it much more highly Figure 1 . Five-year publish or perish citations NOT THE PUBLISHED VERSION; this is the author's final, peer-reviewed manuscript. The published version may be accessed by following the link in the citation at the bottom of the page. Behaviour and Research, Vol 19, No. 3 (2013) : pg. 303-323. DOI. This article is © Emerald and permission has been granted for this version to appear in e-Publications@Marquette. Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from Emerald. ii Dean Shepherd, Editor of the JBV, has developed a list of 188 business schools that rate the JBV in the top tier (personal communications, Nov. 10, 2010 and March 5, 2012 iii For psychology (Baron, Hmieleski & Henry, 2012; Simon & Shrader, 2012) ; for economics and finance (Ebers & Wijnberg, 2012; Gonzalez-Diaz & Solis-Rodriguez, 2012; Jackson, Bates & Bradford, 2012; Mouri, Sakar & Frye, 2012) . iv The main limitations of the h-index, its insensitivity both to the number of less cited papers and to small numbers of very highly cited ones, can make it misleading for evaluating individual scholars, but useful for our purposes. Moreover, the h-index and its alternatives are highly correlated (Bornmann, Mutz & Daniel, 2008) .
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v We label these journals "barely detectable", rather than "D", because virtually the only thing we know about their impact is the faintness of a record of that impact.
